CHAPTER VII

The Reorganization of Late 1940

While defense preparations went for-
ward, a concatenation of circumstances
led to changes in the War Department’s
construction organization. As emphasis
shifted from civil works to military proj-
ects, the Corps of Engineers sought new
assignments. As men identified with the
old Construction Division of the Army
reappeared on the scene, agitation for a
separate corps revived. Under emergency
pressures, flaws in the existing setup be-
came increasingly apparent. An issue
evaded for twenty years demanded so-
lution. Long-smoldering controversies re-
kindled and old rivalries intensified. The
ensuing struggle brought reorganization,
decentralization, and new leadership for
the construction effort.

The Engineers’ Predicament

From 1919 to 1939 the Engineers ex-
pended nearly $2.5 billion dollars on
rivers and harbors, flood control, and
fortifications. Their civil activities, in-
cluding such large projects as the Bonne-
ville and Fort Peck Dams, extended into
every state and territory. The red cren-
elated castle, emblem of the Corps, was
displayed at hundreds of sites where work
went forward on levees, dikes, break-
waters, jetties, locks, dams, reservoirs,
channel improvements, and seacoast de-
fenses. To carry out its construction mis-
sion, the Corps maintained the Engineer

Department, a permanent field organi-
zation consisting of 11 Divisions and 46
Districts in 1939. During the year pre-
ceding the outbreak of war in Europe,
225 officers and 49,000 civilian employees
conducted the department’s work.!

With the upsurge in military construc-
tion, civil works began to decline. In
fiscal year 1940, $180,141,467 was avail-
able for rivers and harbors and flood
control projects as against $289,244,842
in the preceding fiscal year.? In the spring
of 1940, as Congress considered budgets
for the coming year, President Roosevelt
called for drastic cuts in public works
and opposed new construction not ur-
gently needed for defense. When Con-
gress passed an authorization bill for
rivers and harbors, the President vetoed
it. “Regardless of every other consider-
ation,” he said in his veto message of
21 May, “it seems to me that the non-
military activities of the War Department
should give way at this time to the need
for military preparedness.”’? He did not
retreat from this position. Discussing the

1(1) Table, prepared by OUSW (Sep 41), Constr
Opns, FY’s 1920-39. USW Files, Constr, Transfer
QOM-CE. (2) Map, OCE R&H Sec, Engr Dept,
R&H Divs and Dists, 1 Jan 39. EHD Files. (3) OCE,
Chart and Tabs Showing Costs of Engr Dept Work,
FY’s 1926—-39, p. 24. EHD Files.

2 Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army,
1940, Part 1, vol. 1, p. 1; Ibid., 1939, Part 1, vol. 1,

p. 3.
386 Cong. Rec. 6513.
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next budget with newsmen in November
1940, he stated:

Now, of course, you have to remember this,
that if the Congressmen from a portion of
Chesapeake Bay wanted such and such a
creek deepened from four to six feet, so that
the oyster boats could get in and out more
handily, we probably would have all kinds
of briefs up here to prove it was a matter
vital to national defense. Almost everything
in the way of public works, some people try
to tie in with national defense. Now, I am
trying to lay down a very strict rule that
national defense means actually national defense,
primarily munitions, and not things like
highways.

“And oysters?”’ a reporter asked. “And
oysters,”” said the President.*

While they still had plenty of work to
do, the Engineers were in a precarious
position. A $133 million backlog of au-
thorized projects and an unexpended
balance of $380,258,000, which General
Schley reported in mid-1940, were residue
from better years. An appropriation of
$1472,800,000, approved on 24 June 1940,
was for projects already on the books.
Few, if any, new jobs were in sight. The

4 Public Papers and Addresses, 1940, pp. 582-83.
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stream of civil projects was drying up.
As the civil workload diminished, the
Engineer Department would face drastic
cuts in personnel—a prospect Schley
viewed with serious apprehension. Be-
cause the Corps had too few Regulars to
cope with its expanding military func-
tions, he foresaw no difficulty in finding
new assignments for surplus officers. But
surplus employees would have to go. The
civilian organization, the backbone of
the Engineer Department, was in danger
of being crippled.®

To make matters worse, the Engineers’
old adversaries were rallying again. Sur-
rounding Hartman were veterans of the
Construction Division of the Army, most
of whom were still intensely loyal to their
wartime outfit and its chief. Cold-
shouldered by Quartermaster Regulars,
General “Puck” Marshall was neverthe-
less much in evidence, the center of a
devoted group of oldtimers who wished
to resurrect the separate coustruction
corps of World War I. A brigadier general
in the Reserve Corps, Marshall was a
possible candidate for chief of an inde-
pendent Construction Division. In the
late spring of 1940 members of his group
tried unsuccessfully to enlist the support
of the Hogan committee. Overtures to
Colonel Hartman were rebuffed. But with
the return of Benedict Crowell to the
War Department, the outlook changed.
As one of Stimson’s closest advisers,
Crowell was highly influential. The years
had not dimmed his enthusiasm for a
separate construction corps. Shortly after
he assumed his new duties, the General
Staff had before it a proposal for divorc-

§(1) Presidential Message, 24 May 40. In 86
Cong. Rec. 6513. (2) Annual Report of the Chief of En-
gineers, U.S. Army, 1940, Part 1, vol. 1, pp. 20, 14. (3)
Incl with Ltr, Schley to EHD, 5 Sep 53.
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ing the Construction Division from the
Quartermaster Corps. Construction ap-
peared to be headmg down the same
road it had followed in World War I—a
road that led to trouble for the Corps of
Engineers.

General Schley had a battle on his
hands to preserve his organization and
forestall formation of a separate corps.
It was a battle the Engineers could not
afford to lose.

Growth of the Engineer Mission

On 10 June 1940 the newly formed
Hogan committee made its initial report

. to the Army and Navy Munitions Board.

Calling attention to the limited size of
Hartman’s technical staff, the committee
recommended that construction for the
Ordnance Department be done by the
Engineers. Otherwise, the committee re-
vealed, half of the Corps’ 6,000 civilian
engineers would face dismissal. The re-
port continued: “We would further
recommend that the Corps of Engineers
be consulted in regard to their ability
to undertake the preparation of ad-
ditional plans and drawings

rather than to attempt at this late datc to
organize a new and independent engi-
neering force for the purpose as was done
in the last war.”” While the report was
in preparation, Hogan and his colleagues
solicited advice from the Engineers but
had little contact with the Quartermaster
Corps. The report produced no tangible
results.®! Even so, the committee’s stand
strengthened the Engineer position.

6 (1) Answers to Questionnaire, Hogan to authors,
2 Aug 57. (2) Pagan Interv, 8 Mar 57. (3) Memo,
Moore for Marshall, g Jul 40. G-4/31344~1.

7 Rpt, Hogan Comm to ANMB, 10 Jun 40. ANMB
334, Comm Members and Min,

8 Answers to Questionnaire, Hogan to authors,

2 Aug 57.
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While the Hogan committee took the
lead in advocating a change, General
Schley limited his activities to missionary
work. Visiting appointees to key posts in
the new defense setup, he told them about
his organization, its record and its capa-
bilities. After one such interview, he re-
minded Knudsen: “I called on you a few
days ago to give you a brief outline of the
construction work which is normally done
by the Corps of Engineers of the Army
and to explain that the reduction in ap-
propriations for that purpose in the cur-
rent fiscal year makes it possible for us to
take on some national defense construc-
tion not already undertaken by other
agencies.””® The delicacy of Schley’s po-
sition was illustrated by a story he later
told. Among the men to whom he talked
was Harrison. When, a short time after
their conversation, the two men met by
accident, Harrison asked Schley what he
was trying to do—pressure him, Harrison,
into giving Quartermaster construction
to the Engineers. Schley answered that
since the Engineers would fall within
Harrison’s purview an explanation of
their duties and potential had seemed in
order.10

In his quest for additional projects,
General Schley was sure to have strong
support. The Engineers’ strength on
Capitol Hill was a well-known fact. The
preference of the Chief of Staff and As-
sistant Secretary Johnson for the Engi-
neers was plainly apparent. What some
failed to appreciate was the number of
Engineer officers who held high-level
posts in the War Department and the
number of friends the Corps had within
the industry. Since his appointment as

¢ Ltr, Schley to Knudsen, 10 Jul g0. 334 (NDAC)
1940.
10 Schley Interv, 26 Oct 55.
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Chief in 1937, General Schley had done
his best to convince top military leaders
that Engineer officers were ‘“naturals for
G—4” and other positions of broad re-
sponsibility. On 30 June 1940 six Engi-
neer officers, including General Moore,
were serving with the General Staff and
seven, among them Colonel Schulz, were
on duty with the Assistant Secretary. The
Inspector General, Maj. Gen. Virgil L.
Peterson, was also a member of the Corps.
However impartial they wished to be,
these men still tended to think as Engi-
neers. As for the industry, one important
segment, the heavy construction con-
tractors, generally favored the Engineers.
“The Corps, for several years, had been
progressively doing more of its construc-
tion work by contract and less by hired
labor,” Schley explained.!* Moreover, dis-
satisfaction among contractors with Sea-
man’s handling of the Panama and
Alaska projects in 1939 and the coolness
of many construction men toward ‘“‘Puck”
Marshall reacted in the Engineers’ favor.

If the Engineers had important allies,
they also had determined opponents.
Hartman was not one to give up a single
project without a fight. Nor did he lack
support. Chairman Morris Sheppard of
the Senate Military Affairs Committee
was in accord with the Quartermaster
position and so were a number of other
legislators. Two sizable groups within the
industry—the building construction con-
tractors and the American Society of
Civil Engineers—were generally pro-
Quartermaster. Moreover, proponents of
a separate corps were certain to resist a
transfer of defense work to Schley’s
organization, for it would hurt their own
chances of success.

1 Incl with Ltr, Schley to EHD, 5 Sep 53.
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During June and July the Engineers
made slight gains. First, the Corps re-
ceived approximately $10 million for
fortifications. This money, which covered
projects in the United States, Panama,
and the Insular Departments, was to go
primarily for seacoast defenses.!* Second,
General DeWitt obtained permission to
have Engineer troops build two landing
fields in the Alaska panhandle. Earlier
plans had contemplated construction of
these airstrips by the Civil Aeronautics
Authority.'* Third, General Schley per-
suaded Assistant Secretary Johnson to let
the Corps build a plant at Cincinnati to
produce metal mirrors for antiaircraft
searchlights—an Engineer responsibility.
The President allotted $520,000 for the
purpose from the appropriation for expe-
diting production. At Hartman’s in-
sistence, the Quartermaster Corps main-
tained a measure of control. The Engineer
officer in charge of the project was the
CQM and reported to the Construction
Division.!* These additions to the Engi-
neer program, however welcome, were
too small to be consequential. s

Writing to Secretary Stimson on 23
July, Maj. Walter E. Lorence of OCE
indicated that districts and divisions were
feeling the pinch. The Civil Service Com-
mission had recently classified all federal
agencies as defense or nondefense. Those
in the first category enjoyed important
advantages: they could refuse to let their
employees transfer to other government
departments and they could draft em-

2 OCE Annual Rpt, Mil, FY 1940, pp. 73-74.

1B Karl C. Dod, The Corps of Engineers: The War
Against Japan, UNITED STATES ARMY IN
WORLD WAR II (Washington, D.C., 1966), p. 19.

14 (1) Elaine A. Nelson, The Construction of the
War Department Metal Mirror Plants (MS), pp.
5-6. EHD Files. (2) Memo, TQMG for ASW, 25 Jul
40. SW Secret Files, gg1—1100.
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ployees of nondefense agencies. The Corps
of Engineers fell within the second, non-
defense, category. Protesting that many
power and navigation projects and all
fortifications work could ‘be properly
described only as defense,” Lorence asked
that the Engineers be reclassified. The
Secretary’s office refused on the grounds
that ‘““the Engineer Department as a
whole cannot be termed a national de-
fense agency, particularly with reference
to its river and harbor work.”!®* While
Schley’s organization seemed headed
downhill, Hartman’s was coming up. De-
clining an offer of technical assistance
from Interior Secretary Ickes, Stimson
noted on 2 August: ‘“The Quartermaster
General has greatly augmented the engi-
neering personnel of his department and
expects to handle satisfactorily with his
own force the routine design work in-
volved.” 1

Meanwhile, something was stirring in
Congress. On 24 July, at hearings of the
House Subcommittee on Military Ap-
propriations, a significant exchange took
place between Representative John Taber
and General Gregory:

Mr. Taber. Would you not be a good deal
better off if you turned most of that construc-
tion of barracks and storehouses, and things
of that sort, over to the Engineers?

General Gregory. I do not think so; no.

Mr. Taber. Give them that job.

General Gregory. We have a construction
division which we feel is fully adequate to
meet the current construction problems. It
has been operating for the last 20 years very
satisfactorily.?

15 Ltr, Lorence to SW, 23 Jul 40, and 1st Ind, 7
Aug 40. 4330 (Nat Def) Part 2.

16 Ltr, Stimson to Ickes, 2 Aug 40. G-4/31872.

17 H Subcomm of the Comm on Appns, 76th Cong,
gd sess, Hearings on Second Supplemental National
Defense Appropriation Bill for 1941, p. 148.



THE REORGANIZATION OF LATE

Another member of the subcommittee,
Representative Clarence Cannon, ques-
tioned whether the Quartermaster Corps
could do the job as efficiently as the Corps
of Engineers.”® Senator John E. Miller
was also active in the Engineers’ behalf.
On 5 August he announced that he would
offer an amendment to a rivers and
harbors authorization bill pending on the
Senate calendar. The amendment would
empower the Secretary to transfer any
part of defense construction to the Engi-
neers.” Whether Miller had chosen the
best bill for the purpose was questionable,
the President’s attitude toward new rivers
and harbors legislation being what it was.
But the idea of an amendment was
promising.

When Senator Miller’s amendment
came to the War Department for com-
ment, Secretary Stimson was out of town
and General Marshall was acting in his
stead. The Chief of Staff’s reaction to the
proposal was entirely favorable. On 14
August, he wrote the Senate Committee
on Commerce:

The U.S. Army Engineer Corps has an
existing, widely extended field organization,
fully equipped, and highly trained and ex-
perienced in all types of construction work,
which due to limitations contained in the
National Defense Act of 1920, cannot be
fully and expeditiously utilized under the
present Defense Program. This amendment,
if enacted, will make all of the
established facilities of the Corps of Engineers
immediately available for the expeditious and
efficient prosecution of such work. Its pas-
sage will greatly facilitate the vigorous prose-
cution of the National Defense Program.

The Department accordingly recommends
favorable consideration of the amendment.?

18 Jbid., pp. 1447—48.

19 (1) 86 Cong. Rec. 9824. (2) The Constructor, August
1940, p. I1.

20 Itr, Marshall to Chm S Comm on Commerce, 17
Aug 0. Reds of U.S. Senate, Red Gp 46, HR gg72.
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Although the future of both branches
was involved, the Engineers knew of
Marshall’s action; the Quartermaster
Corps did not.!

Even before Marshall endorsed the
amendment to the rivers and harbors

- bill, efforts were under way to attach the

rider to another measure—the second
supplemental defense appropriation for
1941. High on the President’s list of
“must” legislation, the second supple-
mental had far better prospects than the
controversial, slow-moving rivers and
harbors bill. On 15 August, the day the
Senate concluded hearings on the ap-
propriation measure, Assistant Secretary
Patterson asked Senator Miller to sponsor
the amendment.?? Patterson later ex-
plained his reasons for supporting the
rider:

It was pointed out to me by General
Schley that he had large forces,
integrated organizations on river and harbor
work, in the Corps of Engineers, and the
work was drying up, there was not any more
work coming out, and was he to disband
these forces that had worked well together,
a group of, say, 30 men, each of whom had
his task in a going concern, and just scatter
them to the winds and lose the benefits of
years of contact and organization that they
had, when the construction program of the
Army needed exactly that organization, when
we had none in the Quartermaster Corps
comparable to the Corps of Engineers for
the program that was right in front of us.??

It was Senator McKellar of the Ap-
propriations Committee, rather than Sen-
ator Miller, who put forward the pro-

2 (1) Ltr, Schley to Sen Miller, 17 Aug 40. Rcds of
U.S. Senate, Red Gp 46, H R 10263. (2) Statement
of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, p. 15.

2 Ltr, Patterson to Sen Miller, 15 Aug 4o.
Rcds of U.S. Senate, Red Gp 46, H R 10263.

23 Patterson’s Testimony, 22 Sep 41. In S Comm
on Mil Affs, 77th Cong, 1st sess, Hearings on S 1884, p.

2g.
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posal. On 19 August he notified the
Senate that he would move to suspend
the rules for the purpose of amending
the appropriation bill as follows: “The
Secretary of War may allocate to the
Corps of Engineers any of the construc-
tion works required to carry out the
national-defense program and may trans-
fer to that agency the funds necessary for
the execution of the works so allocated.””2*
As one senator remarked, the proposed
amendment was “slight in verbiage but
rather important in consequence.”?5

After reading McKellar’s proposal in
the Congressional Record, Hartman went
to Secretary Stimson, who was sympa-
thetic but said his hands were tied. Stim-
son explained that in his absence Schley
and Schulz had brought in a letter favor-
ing the amendment and Patterson had
signed it. With Hartman present, Stimson
called the Assistant Secretary into his
office and inquired- why he had signed.
Patterson replied that the two Engineer
officers had ‘“very forcibly presented the
matter as one in the national defense,”
and that inasmuch as he had been in
office only two weeks, he ‘“necessarily
had to take the recommendations of
senior officers such as General Schley, the
Chief of Engineers, and Colonel Schulz,
one of his own assistants.”” Because Patter-
son had acted in good faith, Stimson was
unwilling to ask that the amendment be
stricken from the bill. But it was Hart
man’s understanding that any steps taken
by the Quartermaster Corps to kill the
provision would meet with the Secre-
tary’s approval.?

Hartman was at a disadvantage. For
the first time, the AGC refused to take

% 86 Cong. Rec. 10470.
25 86 Cong. Rec. 11633.
%6 Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, p. 14.
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the Quartermaster’s side against the Engi-
neers. At the September meeting of his
executive committee, Managing Director
Harding explained:

On the question of the amendment to the
last appropriation bill, the heat was terrible
here. But I consulted with the President,
Mr. Zachry, and we felt that there was only
one course for us to follow and that was to
be neutral. A great many of our members
are doing work for the Army and a great
many are doing work for the Engineer Corps.
In addition to that, it was a family fight and
we felt very definitely that it should be han-
dled inside the Army. . We knew
that the Assistant Secretary of War, who is
in charge of the construction program, and
the Chief of Staff, General Marshall, were in
sympathy with this legislation; that they had
recommended to the Congress that this legis-
lation be passed and, therefore, it would be
very ungracious for us to tell them that they
weren’t running the Army right.

Harding had received assurances that the
Engineers would do the work by contract
rather than by day labor.# Unlike the
general contractors, the specialty group
opposed the amendment, but their pro-
tests came too late to affect the outcome.?
With no time to rally effective support,
Hartman resorted to a stratagem. “Steps
were taken,” he related, ‘“to have the
Senate change the wording of the bill in
any manner possible so that it would be
thrown into conference, at which time I
hoped that we could present our side of
the case and show the lack of need for
such a law.”#®

On 29 August, as the second supple-
mental moved toward a vote in the upper
house, Senator McKellar offered the

27 Min of Mtg, Exec Comm of AGC, 16 Sep 4o,
pp. 56. AGC Files.

28 Litr, O. R. McGuire to Chm S Comm on Com-
merce, 5 Sep 40. Reds of U.S, Senate, Red Gp 46, H

R g972.
2 Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, p. 15.
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amendment on behalf of the Appropri-
ations Committee. Four words had been
added to the text—the Engineers could
be assigned construction work “in their
usual line.”” Little was said on the Senate
floor. The only comment came from
Senator Arthur H. Vandenberg, who
called attention to the long-standing
controversy between the construction
services. “This is the first time that the
Quartermaster Corps has lost,” he said,
““and the first time the Corps of Engineers
has won.” A routine question by Senator
Wallace H. White, Jr., a reply by Senator
McKellar, and that was all there was to
it. The Senate agreed to the amendment.*

The House and Senate conferees met
to consider the bill early in September.
Reports reaching Hartman indicated that
all but one of the conferees had agreed
to eliminate the rider and that the Chief
of Staff had then been called to testify.3!
One of the conferees, Representative Clif-
ton A. Woodrum of Virginia, summarized
Marshall’s testimony:

General Marshall very emphatically en-
dorsed this provision. He pointed out the
fact that it in no way was an effort to tread
upon the prerogatives of the Quartermaster
General, that the Quartermaster General
of the Army customarily was geared up to
do a construction total of about $10,000,000
a year, that under the defense program that
figure had been skyrocketed to something
like half a billion dollars, and that he did
not have the set-up to do this work, whereas
they had in many places over the country
district engineers of the Army all set up and
ready to go, especially qualified to do this
work, and they could go right into the
program immediately.®

Although Marshall made a deep impres-
sion, the issue remained in doubt. Re-
3086 Cong. Rec. 11200.

31 Statement of Gen Hartman, 5 Jul 55, p. 15.
32 86 Cong. Rec. 11560.
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ported in disagreement by the conference
committee, the amendment still had to
clear the House of Representatives.33
The final hurdle was quickly crossed.
When the Joint Conference Committee
reported the bill to the House on 5 Sep-
tember, Representative Woodrum sug-
gested two changes in the amendment—
that the new authority be limited to g0

June 1942 and that the phrase “in their

usual line” be eliminated. In answer to
objections against the rider, Woodrum
emphasized that General Marshall had
expressed his complete approval of the
amendment when he appeared before
the conferees. There were no further
questions. The House approved the bill
as amended, with the changes Woodrum
had proposed, on 6 September 1940; the
Senate agreed to the House version the
following day; and on g September the
President signed the bill.3*

A week before this bill became law,
the Destroyer-Base Agreement was signed
at Washington. In exchange for fifty
overage warships, Great Britain granted
the United States the right to establish
bases in the Bahamas, Trinidad, Jamaica,
Antigua, St. Lucia, and British Guiana
and, as a “gift” to the American people,
added leaseholds in Newfoundland and
Bermuda. Anticipating approval of the
McKellar amendment, General Marshall
on 6 September assigned construction at
these bases to the Corps of Engineers.
By the 25th Schley’s office had completed
a rough estimate based on plans of the
General Staff. The cost would be up-
wards of $200 million. An immediate
allotment of $25 million from the Presi-
dent’s emergency fund enabled the Engi-

3 86 Cong. Rec. 11554.
34 (1) 86 Cong. Rec. 11560, 11631-11634. (2) 54
Stat. 875.
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neers to make an early start. An order
from Marshall that $145 million be made
available before the end of the fiscal year
for work in the British possessions indi-
cated the urgency of the task.35

The Engineer program assumed new
dimensions as the Corps received ad-
ditional funds and fresh responsibilities.
Under the supplemental defense ap-
propriation acts of g September and 8
October 1940, the Engineers got $6.7
million for seacoast fortifications. The
First Supplemental Civil Functions Ap-
propriation Act for 1941, approved on
g October 1940, carried some $14 million
for navigation improvements, flood con-
trol work, and enlargement of the power
plant at Bonneville Dam. This same act
appropriated $40 million for airport con-
struction by the Civil Aeronautics Au-
thority. The Department of Commerce
viewed this as the beginning of a large-
scale effort which would cost $500 million
and include 3,100 airfields. By agreement
between Secretary Jesse H. Jones and
Secretary Stimson, the Engineer Depart-
ment would perform extensive survey and
construction work for CAA. An act of
17 October 1940 further enlarged the
Engineers’ role in emergency construction
by authorizing twenty-two new rivers
and harbors projects in the interest of
national defense. By early November the
Corps was in line for yet another assign-
ment—supervision of all WPA projects
at military and civilian airfields.®

The Engineers had made impressive

8 (1) Langer and Gleason, Challenge to Isolation,
pp. 766—69. (2) David Latt, Engineers in the British-
Owned Bases, 1940-1943 (MS), pp. 3—47. EHD Files.

36 (1) 54 Stat. 872, 965, 1030. (2) Ltr, Asst Secy of
Commerce to ASW, 23 Aug 40, and Incl. WPD
4239 to 18 Incl. (3) Ltr, Stimson to Jones, 21 Oct
40. 321.7. (4) 54 Stat. 895. (5) Memo, Sup Div G—4 for
Reybold, 5 Nov 40. 600.1~425.
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gains. They had a substantial program
and more work was in prospect. Many
of their new projects, civil as well as
military, were vital to defense. The Civil
Service Commission recognized the Corps
as a defense agency and placed the Engi-
neer Department and all of its employees
in the protected category.” But General
Schley could not rest easy. He still had
to contend with the faction that favored
a separate construction corps.

A Separate Corps?

By September 1940 Benedict Crowell
was deep in plans for reorganizing the
War Department. Working with Arthur
E. Palmer, a young attorney from Stim-
son’s law firm, he reviewed the existing
setup in the light of his World War I
experience. A strong assistant secretary,
centralized control over all Army pro-
curement, and close ties with industry
were among his principal objectives. De-
scribing Crowell’s plan for an indepen-
dent Construction Division, another of
Stimson’s assistants, John J. McCloy,
said: “[He] felt that a separate agency

should be set up and that it
should not be exclusively under
the direction of the Quartermaster

General. He placed a great
deal of stress on the use of officials from
the construction industry and he did feel
that civilian control of it was essential.’’®
Crowell intended to re-establish the Con-
struction Division of the Army and place
it under Patterson.

While Crowell’s construction plan was
taking shape, a fundamental weakness in
the Quartermaster organization was be-

37 CSC Circ Ltr 2896, Suppl 7, 20 Sep 40. 4330
Part 1, Ser 1—30.
38 Ltr, McCloy to authors, 13 Aug 57.
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coming apparent. As early as 19 Sep-
tember 1940 Maj. Sidney P. Simpson of
Patterson’s staff had concluded that
shortages of personnel, particularly of
officers, lay at the root of Hartman’s
difficulties. A study of the Construction
Division had convinced Simpson that the
organizational machinery was sound and
that all would go well if only enough
qualified men could be found to run it.
But enough such men could not be found.
Throughout the fall of 1940 Hartman
had to struggle along with two to three
hundred fewer officers than he needed.®
Moreover, numbers told an incomplete
story, for, as Hartman pointed out, the
Division had “to take any officer even
with remote construction experience in
order to get the jobs staffed.”4
‘The makeup of his civilian staff reflected
this same expediency. The lack of quali-
fied personnel was unquestionably Hart-
man’s cruelest handicap.

Some of his critics failed to recognize
this fact. Madigan and Harrison seemed
to think that the crying need was for
better management. They displayed
growing impatience with Quartermaster
systems of cost control, job planning, and
progress reporting. When Hartman con-
tinually disregarded their advice, they
came to view him as “a complete road
block.”# Hogan agreed with them. He
attributed confusion in the program ‘‘to
Hartman’s ignorance of the principles of
delegation of authority , his
lack of judgment and vacillation under

3 (1) Memo, Simpson for Patterson, 19 Sep 4o.
QM o022 (Constr Div) Confidential. (2) QM 326.21
QMGO, Asgmt for Active Duty, 1940.

40 Memo, Hartman for McCloy, 2 Dec 40. QM
210.312—-1940.

4 Madigan Interv, 18 Jun 56. See also Madigan
Files, 101.1 (Canton Design and Constr) and 100.3
(FF Br Constr Div—Orgn).
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pressure.”# This attitude was contagious.
Unsatisfactory progress and rising costs
were generally ascribed to bungling by
the Quartermaster Corps. Stimson and
Patterson became more and more con-
cerned. After Armistice Day events
moved rapidly toward a showdown.

On 12 November, in a confidential
memorandum to Patterson, Major Simp-
son recommended removing the Con-
struction Division from the Quarter-
master Corps and placing it directly
under the Assistant Secretary. An investi-
gation of the division’s persistent shortage
of officers had convinced Simpson that
such a step was “basic to the effective
carrying out of the construction pro-
gram.” Under the existing arrangement,
Hartman was unable to select and assign
his own personnel. Moreover, Gregory’s
insistence that ““all papers to or from the
Construction Division” be routed through
his office was delaying orders for sorely
needed officers. Before the personnel
problem could be solved, Simpson be-
lieved the division would have to be freed
from the ‘“‘straight-jacket organizational
set-up in the Quartermaster Corps.”
Citing the precedent of World War I,
he argued the necessity of “relieving
what is fundamentally a civilian under-
taking from the dead hand of orthodox
military organization.” Having learned
from Crowell that the Secretary’s office
was studying a plan for a separate corps,
Simpson suggested that Patterson sit back
and await developments. The Assistant
Secretary passed the memo on to Madi-
gan for comment.*?

2 Answers to Questionnaire, Hogan to authors, 2
Aug 57.

4 (1) Memo, Simpson for Patterson, 12 Nov 4o,
and Incl. (2) Memo, Patterson for Madigan, 12
Nov 40. Both in Madigan Files, 100.3 (FF Br Con-
stt Div—Orgn).
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News of Simpson’s proposal traveled
fast and had immediate repercussions.
Madigan lost no time in discussing the
memorandum with Harrison and Hogan.
All three agreed that something drastic
ought to be done, but they were not yet
ready to go as far as Simpson. They
consulted General Burns who put them
in touch with General Moore. After talk-
ing at length with the Deputy Chief of
Staff, the three industry men took the
position that construction was an Army
“show” and ought to stay within the
Army. A civilian corps would be “too
commercial.” Nonetheless, if the Army
fell down on the job, Crowell and Simp-
son were likely to have their way. Appre-
hensive, General Moore decided to take
the initiative. On 13 November he and
Reybold proposed that Marshall turn
over airfield construction to the Engi-
neers. Somewhat reluctantly, the Chief
of Staff agreed.** He later testified, “I
questioned seriously the transfer of the
Air Corps construction to the Engineer
Corps in the middle of the program.”
But, he continued, “I found myself com-
pelled to accede to the recommendations
of the principal staff officers con-
cerned because we had had to
quickly reduce the load on the Quarter-
master Corps.”’*> Moore viewed this as
the first step. He believed it would also
be necessary to replace Hartman and ““to
effect a complete reorganization.””*

Learning what was afoot, Gregory
called a conference for Thursday, 14
November. Madigan, Harrison, Hogan,

4 (1) Madigan Interv, 18 Jun 56. (2) Answers to
Questionnaire, Hogan to authors, 2 Aug 57. (3)
Moore’s Comments on MS, 1955. (4) Memo, Reybold
for Red, 14 Nov 40. G—4/31343.

46 30 Sep 41. In H Comm on Mil Affs, 77th Cong,
1st sess, Hearings on H R 5630, p. 14.

46 Moore’s Comments on MS, 1955.
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Reybold, Hartman, and Groves attended.
“I gathered that they were preparing to
remove Hartman and Gregory had de-
manded that he be faced with his critics,”
Hogan afterward related. ‘“Madigan and
I had a little skull practice and decided
to pull no punches.””¥ Talk at the meeting
was blunt and acrimonious. Opening the
discussion with a plea for better manage-
ment, Harrison stressed the need for a
system of cost control. Hartman replied
that such a system was already in oper-
ation. Harrison contradicted him and
warned that unless a change took place
the Construction Division would be- un-
able to give an accounting of its funds.
Madigan spoke next. Implying that Hart-
man had already lost track of progress
and expenditures, he demanded that con-
tractors submit progress schedules and
cost estimates periodically during the
course of their work. Reybold backed up
Madigan. Dismissing this criticism, Hart-
man pointed out that his organization
was “very much undermanned.” His
statement got a cold reception.”® The
discussion went on for several hours but
produced no agreement. Hogan observed
that Gregory ‘“looked increasingly dis-
heartened.”’*

Meanwhile, General Moore was at-
tempting to clear the way for transferring
airfield construction to the Engineers. On
the afternoon of the 14th he discussed
the matter with Colonel Kennedy of the
Air Corps Buildings and Grounds Di-
vision. Kennedy recommended against
the transfer. Writing to Moore the fol-

47 Answers to Questionnaire, Hogan to authors,
2 Aug 57.

48 Memo, Madigan for Patterson, 19 Nov 4o0.
Madigan Files, 100.3 (FF Br Constr Div-—Orgn).

49 Angwers to Questionnaire, Hogan to authors, 2

Aug 57.
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lowing day he explained his reasons:

The construction under the Air Corps
Expansion Program so far has gone forward
without any delays that could have been
avoided .o

I am convinced that if, in the midst of this
program, decision is made to take all of this
construction work out from under The Quar-
termaster General and place it under
the Corps of Engineers the amount of con-
fusion that would accrue would result in
chaos for weeks and fatal delay when these
Air Corps new stations are so badly needed
for early occupancy.

If a transfer took place, he wanted to
confine it to projects not yet well under-
way. He also wanted assurance that jobs
costing $1 million or more would be done
by fixed-fee contract.® Kennedy’s oppo-
sition was ineffective. On the 18th, after
a second conference with Moore and
Reybold, General Marshall ordered that
construction at all Air Corps stations,
except those in Panama, go over to the
Engineers without delay. On 19 Novem-
ber Reybold issued the directive.5!
That same day, Marshall held a con-
ference in his office to discuss the Quarter-
master construction effort. Among those
present were Madigan, Harrison, Hogan,
Moore, and Reybold. No Quartermaster
officer attended. Madigan set the tone of
the meeting. After expounding his ideas
on estimates, schedules, and progress re-
ports, he told the others, “Take it from
one who came up from waterboy that
you can’t reorganize a job by keeping
the same superintendent.” Hogan,
Moore, and Reybold joined in an in-
dictment of Hartman. ‘“Hartman does
too much himself,”” Hogan said. “Hart-

50 Memo, Kennedy for Moore, 15 Nov 40. G—4/
31343

51D/S, G-4 to TAG, 19 Nov 40, and record
thereon. G—4/31324.
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man takes no suggestions,”” said Moore.
“No planning in his office or in the field,”
Reybold declared. Harrison had some
words of appreciation. “Hartman and
his six top men are faced with the hardest
job in the Army,” he said. “They are
getting a lot done and well done, but,”
he agreed, ‘‘there could be great im-
provement.’”’ % Marshall asked each man,
in turn, whether Hartman ought to go.
All replied yes. The Chief of Staff rose,
shook hands all around, and thanked
each man for coming. Whether he in-
tended to follow their advice, he did not
say.®%s

Within a short time after this con-
ference, an effort was under way to side-
track Hartman. Whether because, as
some believed, Marshall was reluctant to
act or because, as others reported, Greg-
ory fought stubbornly for Hartman, the
strategy had changed. A search was on
for a man who could go in as Deputy
Chief of Construction and assume au-
thority. Groves was Gregory’s choice for
the deputy’s job, and Hartman agreed to
take him.% “It had been or was about
to be announced that I was appointed
as Deputy to Hartman,” Groves remi-
nisced. “When I first joined the Con-
struction Division on November 14th, I
was designated Chief of the Fixed Fee
Branch. A short time later I took over all
operations and had already assumed
many of the prerogatives of Deputy
Chief.”% This arrangement did not long

52 Notes of Conf in OCofS, 19 Nov g0. OCS, Notes
on Confs, 26 Sep 40—.

83 (1) Ibid. (2) Answers to Questionnaire, Hogan
to authors, 2 Aug 57. (3) Memo, Madigan for Patter-
son, 19 Nov 40.

84 (1) Groves Comments, V, 2-3. (2) Madigan

~Interv, 18 Jun §6; Burns Interv, 24 May 56; Groves
Interv, 19 Jun 56.
85 Groves Second Draft Comments, VII, 5.
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COLONEL SOMERVELL

continue. Speaking for himself and Har-
rison, Madigan explained, “We were not
having any part of that Engineer
major.’” %

In Washington at the time, awaiting
assignment to Camp Leonard Wood, was
Lt. Col. Brehon B. Somervell, CE. A
1914 West Point graduate, 